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specifying the terms and conditions under which it is providing access and
interconnection. Staff further stresses that Congress provided in Section 271 (c)(2)(A) that
the checklist requirements of Section 271(c)(2)(B) must be met by the access and
interconnection which the BOC is providing pursuant to its agreements with facilities­
based carriers serving business and residential carriers as required under Section
271 (c)(1)(A). Staff states that if Congress had intended to allow BOCs to rely on the
terms and conditions of other agreements, it would have specified otherwise.

Commission Conclusion

There is simply nothing wrong with the incorporation by reference of items from
other contracts. This is what the MFN clause accomplishes. Incorporation by reference
is sufficient from a contract law standpoint and, therefore, it is sufficient for the
Commission. Pursuant to those MFN clauses, CCT, MFS and TCG may order individual
network elements or checklrst items out of Ameritech's approved interconnection
agreement with AT&T or any other approved agreement. The AT&T Agreement includes
all of the checklist items. In addition, this Commission has expressly found that ill of the
rates, terms and conditions contained in the AT&T Agreement fully comply with Sections
251 and 252(d), and with the FCC's Regulations.

G. RELIANCE ON SGAT

Staff argues that the Company SGAT is not part of the record evidence and should
not be relied on for purposes of determining Ameritech's compliance with the checklist

- items. Furthermore, Staff takes the position that subparagraphs (A) and (B) of Section
. 271(c)(1) represent separate and distinct alternatives which it argues cannot be

combined. It cites Paragraph 1 of Section 271 (c) which specifies that a BOC must "meet
the requirements of subparagraph (A) 2l subparagraph (B) of this paragraph for each
State for which the authorization is sought." 47 U.S.C. §271(c)(1) (emphasis added).
Staff argues that in construing a statute, courts generally construe statutory requirements
written in the disjunctive as setting out separate and distinct alternatives. Citing U.S. v.
Behnezhad, 907 F.2d 896 (9th Cir. 1990).

Staff contends that the language of Section 271(c)(1) - including subparagraphs
, (A) and (B) - clearly establishes that the requirements in subparagraphs (A) and (B) were

intended to be, and in fact do represent, separate and distinct alternatives. Staff states
that in addition to the "or" in Section 271 (c)(1), the language in subparagraph (B) clearly
indicates that the requirements of subparagraph (B) come into play only "if . . . no such
provider [described in subparagraph (A)] has requested the access and interconnection
described in subparagraph (A) ...." 47 U.S.C. §271(c)(1)(B).

Ameritech maintains that if the Commission were to assume that "provide" means
"actually furnish" and not "make available," there must be~ Track B outlet for it in the
event that competing carriers do not order certain checklist items. However, Ameritech
contends that Staffs legal theory does not accomplish that result. Among other things, it
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notes that Staffs theory rests upon a crucial, but false premise: that Ameritech's
interconnection agreements have implementation schedules requiring competing carriers
actually to order all of the checklist items made available in the agreements.

In fact, Ameritech states that its interconnection agreements with CCT, MFS, TCG
and AT&T contain implementation schedules only for interconnection, and D.Qt for any of
the other 13 checklist items. See CCT Agreement. Sched. 3.0; MFS Agreement, Schoo.
3.0; reG Agreement, Sched. 3.0; AT&T Agreement, Sched. 2.1. Moreover, these
competing carriers are not, in fact, actually required to interconnectwith Ameritech by the
date set forth in their implementation schedules. Thus, according to Ameritech, no

. competing carrier has committed to purchase checklist items; the interconnection
agreements only require Ameritech to furnish products, seNices and network elements
when and if the competing carriers ask to purchase them. It follows, then, that the ''Track
B outlet" theory articulated by Staff, does not relieve the quandary caused by Staff's
stringent interpretation of the term "provide." For example, Staffs theory would not
succeed in creating a Track B option for Ameritech in the event that no carrier chooses to
take ULS, because the relevant implementation schedules do not commit competing
carriers to purchase that checklist item.

Ameritech puts forth an alternative analysis of Section 271(c)(1)(B). It maintains
that if Section 271(c)(1)(B) entitles a BOC to Track B relief under circumstances where
Section 271 (c)(1 )(A) carriers do not order checklist items they have committed to
purchase in their implementation schedules, then, a fortiori, the same should be true
where competing carriers do not commit I1.ill to purchase certain checklist items. More
specifically, to the extent that Ameritech's section 271 (c)(1)(A) competitors do not order
certain checklist items and are not required to do so by their implementation schedules.

"Ameritech may satisfy those checklist items through its SGAT.

Accordingly, Ameritech concludes that if the Commission accepts Staffs view that
"provide" means only "actually furnish, II It would be entitled to pursue interLATA relief via
the foregoing exception in Section 271 (c)(1 )(8). First, Ameritech contends that it actually
furnishes several checklist items to its Section 271(c)(1)(A) competitive carriers in
compliance with the competitive checklist. Second, it states that its SGAT generally
offers the checklist items that no Section 271(c)(1)(A) competitor has ordered or

) committed to order. Accordingly, Ameritech argues that pursuant to the exception set
forth in Section 271 (c)(1)(B), it qualifies for interLATA relief.

Sprint and MCI agree with Staff that Ameritech cannot use an SGAT intended for
Track B entrance to meet the requirements of the competitive checklist.

Commission Conclusion

Tracks A and B are two separate and distinct alternatives which cannot be
combined. Ameritech fails to cite any legal authority for the proposition that they can be
combined. The language of Section 271 is clear that no such option is provided.
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Accordingly, Ameritech's arguments to this effect which do not include any legal authority
are rejected.

III. AMERITECH ILLINOIS' COMPLIANCE WITH THE "COMPETITIVE CHECKLIST

A. INTRODUCTION

As previously stated in this Order, Section 271 (d)(2)(B) directs the FCC, before
making a final determination on a BOC's Section 271 application, to "consult" with the
relevant state Commission "in order to verify the compliance of the [BOC] with the

. requirements of subsection (c)." The standards appli~ble to whether a particular
.. checklist item is being provided are set forth in Section II. C. of this Order.

B. PROVISION OF INDIVIDUAL CHECKLIST ITEMS

1. Interconnection

Checklist item (i) requires Ameritech to provide interconnection in accordance with
the requirements of Sections 251(c)(2) and 252(d)(1). 47 U.S.C. §271 (c)(2)(B)(i).
Pursuant to Section 251(d)(1), the FCC entered its Interconnection Order on August 8,
1996 setting forth the rules and regulations implementing Section 251 (c). State
commissions are charged with the duty to implement Section 251(c), Section 252{d), and
the FCC Interconnection Order under Sections 252(b){4)(C), 252(c), 252(d) and 252(e).
The Commission agrees with Staff that in order to determine whether Ameritech has met
the interconnection component of the Checklist, Staff recommends that the Commission
consider the requirements of Sections 251(c) and 252(d), the FCC Interconnection Order
and the Commission's own prior Orders implementing these provisions. Staff Ex. 4.01, at
3.

The FCC Order requires that incumbent LECs offer the following methods of
interconnection: 1) physical collocation or virtual collocation; 2) meet point interconnection
arrangements; and 3) any other technically feasible methods. Section 51.321{b) of the
Code of Federal Regulations ("CFR").

In addition, the FCC requires that incumbent LECs provide interconnection to
requesting carriers:

(i) for the transmission and routing of telephone exchange traffIC,
exchange access traffic, or both;

(ii) at any technically feasible point including, at a minimum: a) the line­
side of a local SWitch; b) the trunk-side of a local switch; c) the trunk
interconnection points for a tandem switch; d) out-of-band signaling
transfer points necessary to exchange traffic at these points and
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access call-related databases; and e) access to unbundled network
elements listed in Section 51.319 of the CFR.

(iii) equal in quality as provided to itself;
(iv) on terms and conditions that are just, reasonable, and

nondiscriminatory; and
(v) two-way trunking upon request if technically feasible.

47 CFR Section 51.305.

Since the interconnection checklist item must be consistent with Sections 251 (c)
and 252(d), the FCC 'nterconnection Order, and the Commission's Orders implementing
these prOVisions, Staff recommended that Ameritech be required to provide evidence that
each provision actually is being met. Staff Ex. 4.01, at. 3.

With respect to pricing, a single pricing standard for interconnection and network
elements is set forth in Section 252(d)(1), which provides as follows:

(d) Pricing Standards.

(1) Interconnection and Network Element Charges. Determinations
by a State commission of the just and reasonable rate for the
interconnection of facilities and equipment for purposes of subsection (c)(2)
of section 251, and the just and reasonable rate for network elements for
purposes of subsection (c)(3) of such section

(A) shall be

(i) based on the cost (determined without reference to a
rate-of-return or other rate-based proceeding) of providing
the interconnection or network element (whichever is
applicable), and

(ii) nondiscriminatory, and

(8) may include a reasonable profit.

47 U.S.C. §252(d).

Staff

Staff states that ccr, MFS, and rCG all have access to the three types of
interconnection (physical, virtual, and meet point). Staff Ex. 1.02 at 20. According to
Staff, Ameritech is prOViding virtual collocation to all three carriers and meet point
arrangements to MFS and reG. However, Staff states that Ameritech is not providing
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physical collocation to any of the carriers, nor meet point arrangements to CCT. It notes
that the CCT and. TCG arrangements explicitly prohibit the collocation of hubbing
equipment. However, the record evidence reflects the fact that hubbing and a variety of
other interconnection terms and conditions may be available to these carriers only
through their MFN clauses. According to Staff, CCT has not indicated that it wants
additional types of interconnection. Tr. 884. Therefore, consistent with Ms. TerKeurst's
testimony, it is Staff's position that Ameritech does not have to provide physical
collocation or meet point interconnection to CCT in order to comply with the
interconnection checklist requirements.

In the arbitration proceedings, Staff recommended using the Commission's Cost of
Service Rule, 83 III. Adm. Code Part 791, to calculate a Long Run Service Incremental
Cost ("LRSIC") for interconnection and network elements plus a markup to reflect a
reasonable share of shared and common costs, excluding retailing costs. Staff Ex. 4.0 at
10. Staff states that its recommendations have been adopted by the Commission, and
Staff believes the same methodologies shOUld be utilized in evaluating Ameritech's
pricing of interconnection.

In his rebuttal testimony, Staff witness Jennings explained that he reviewed the
interconnection provisions of the TCG, MFS, and CCT contracts for compliance with the
pricing standards of Section 252(d). He concluded that the prices contained in the TCG
contract are the same as those adopted by the Commission in Dockets. 96 AB..003/4 and
96 AB..Ooe. However, he also found that the interconnection prices in the MFS and CCT
agreements are significantly higher than those adopted in the above dockets, and that the
listed crossconnect rates for collocation did not comply with Section 252(d) because they
were not cost..based. Staff Ex. 4.02 at 10..11. Since the Commission set rates for
interconnection and collocation that were based on Section 252(d) in Dockets. 96-AB-

. 003/4, Staff concludes that those rates must be used to determine if the rates in the MFS
and CCT agreements are consistent with Section 252(d). Staff notes, however, that the
price for meet point arrangements in those agreements is consistent with Section 252(d),
since each carrier is responsible for its own cost of providing meet point interconnection.

In conclusion, Staff takes the position that while Ameritech provides
interconnection to CCT through its agreement, there is no record evidence regarding
whether the interconnection terms are consistent with the FCC requirements. Further, it
states that the prices are not in compliance with section 252(d), as discussed above.
Because of this, Staff recommends that the Commission find that Ameritech does not
meet the checklist requirements for interconnection

Sprint

Sprint asserts that it should be allowed to mix traffic types <1&., local, intraLATA,
and interLATA) on a single, nonjurisdictional trunk group. Its witness Reeves argues that
utilization of such trunk groups is both feasible and necessary to ensure cost-effective
and efficient interconnection. Sprint contends that, by refusing to agree to such
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nonjurisdictional "supertrunks," Ameritech is artificially inflating Sprint's costs and
hampering its ability to compete in the local market. With respect to measuring and billing
the different traffic types combined on a single trunk group, it asserts that it can provide
Ameritech and other connecting companies with accurate and auditable switch records
that have commonly been used by neighboring IlECs to determine usage for similar
billing purposes.

Ameritech

With respect to Sprint's position regarding use of a single nonjurisdictional trunk
group for all traffic, Ameritech answers that the trunking options it provides are consistent
with its obligation to transmit and route exchange access traffic. It provides one-way or
two-way trunks for the purpose of integrating the end offices andlor tandem offices of
carriers for the completion of local switched and interLATA toll traffic. As part of the
options prOVided, Ameritech requires that ClECs use Toll Connecting Trunks (''TCTs'') to
carry interLATA toll-switched traffic. It maintains that, if nonjurisdictional trunks were
used, neither Ameritech nor any other carrier would be able to isolate or measure the
volume of each type of traffic that terminates over a single trunk group. This would
necessitate the use of estimated percentage factors in lieu of actual measurements to

~ create a bill. Ameritech contends-that such "trust me" billing arrangements are not
: commercially reasonable or cost effective in the present market, noting that they would
'. require costly changes to both Ameritech billing systems for reciprocal compensation and

its systems for billing IXC access charges. Ameritech Ex. 2.1 at 9. Its trunking options, in
contrast, permit each carrier to bill the originating carrier for actual minutes of use and
actual rates at the time the call was made. Ameritech obseNes that the Commission

'. recognized this in the MCI and Sprint arbitrations, finding that it was impossible to obtain
~.: accurate measurements over combined trunk groups and concluding in the Sprint
i~ decision that "Sprint will not be unduly impeded from competing in the local market by the

adoption of Ameritech' proposed solution:' Sprint Arbitration Decision, Docket 96-AB-008
at 6;~ also Mel Arbitration Decision, Docket 96-AB-006 at 14-15.

With respect to Staff's position regarding the negotiated collocation prices
contained in the CCT-Ameritech interconnection agreement, Ameritech argues that the
prices, terms and conditions for interconnection and collocation contained in the AT&T-

j. Ameritech interconnection agreement are available to CCT, MFS and TCG through the
, MFN clauses of their respective interconnection agreements, which enable those parties
. to incorporate such terms, conditions and prices at a seNice and element-specific level.

Moreover, Ameritech points out that a substantial amount of record evidence
demonstrates that its interconnection offering satisfies the FCe's regUlations.

Commission Conclusion

The Commission finds that Ameritech provides interconnection to requesting
carriers at all points required for the transmission and routing of telephone exchange
traffic, exchange access traffic, or both, in accordance with the applicable FCC
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Regulations. 47 C.F.R. § 51.305. The Commission further finds that Ameritech has
established that, pursuant to Section 251 (c)(6), it provides physical collocation on its
premises of carrier-owned equipment necessary for interconnection with its network, and
virtual collocation where technically feasible.

The Commission further finds that the trunking options Ameritech provides are
consistent with its obligation to transmit and route exchange access traffic. Ameritech
provides one-way or two-way trunks for the purpose of integrating the end offices and/or
tandem offices of carriers for the completion of local switched and interLATA toll traffic.
As part of the options provided, Ameritech requires that CLECs use Toll Connecting
Trunks to carry interLATA toll-switched traffic. We agree with Ameritech's contention that.
if nonjurisdictional truhks were used, neither Ameritech nor any other carrier would be
able to isolate or measure the volume of each type of traffic that terminates over a single
trunk group, which would in tum necessitate the use of estimated, percentage factors in
lieu of actual measurements to create a bill. Such billing arrangements are not
commercially reasonable or cost effective in the present market, as they would require
extensive modifications to both Ameritech's billing systems for reciprocal compensation
and its systems for billing IXC access charges. Ameritech's trunking options, in contrast,
permit each carrier to bill the originating carrier for actual minutes of use and actual rates
at the time the call was made. We so found in the MCI and Sprint arbitrations. noting that
it was not possible to obtain accurate measurements over combined trunk groups and
stating in the Sprint decision that "Sprint will not be unduly impeded from competing in the
local market by the adoption of Ameritech's proposed solution." Sprint Arbitration
Decision. 96-AB-008. at 6; MCI Arbitration Decision. 96-AB-006. at 14-15. The record
evidence in this proceeding presents no reason to reach a contrary conclusion now.

Finally I the Commission disagrees with Staff on the issue of the sufficiency of
evidence in the record and that, because the collocation prices negotiated by CCT and
Ameritech are purportedly higher than those approved by the Commission in the AT&T­
Ameritech arbitration, Dockets. 96-AB-003/004. Ameritech has not complied with the
checklist requirements for interconnection. First, we find that substantial evidence in the
record addresses and supports the fact that Ameritech's interconnection offerings satisfy
the FCC's requirements. Second, as Ameritech correctly notes. the prices. terms and
conditions for interconnection and collocation approved in Dockets. 96-AB-003/004. and
contained in the AT&T/Ameritech interconnection agreement approved in Docket 96-AA-

j. 001, are available to CCT, MFS and TCG through the MFN clauses in those carriers'
respective interconnection agreements with Ameritech.

Accordingly, we find that Ameritech has complied with the interconnection
requirements of Section 271 (c)(2)(B)(i).
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2. Network Elements

a. Operation Support System

. Checklist item (ii) requires Ameritech to provide nondiscriminatory access to
network elements in accordance with the requirements of Sections 251(c)(3) and
252(d)(1). 47 U.S.C. §271 (c)(2)(B)(ii). Under Section 271 (c)(2)(B)(ii), Ameritech
must provide access to unbundled network elements in accordance with section
251(c) and the rules and regulations adopted by the FCC Order. Furthermore,
Ameritech must meet any additional requirements established by the Commission
based on Section 251(c) or the FCC Order.

In its Order, the FCC has estabUshed, at a minimum, the network elements that
must be made available by an incumbent LEC. These elements are as follows:

(a) Local loop;
(b) Network Interface Device;
(c) Switching Capability including:

(1) Local Switching; and
(2) Tandem Switching Capability;

(d) Interoffice Transmission Facilities;
(e) Signaling Networks and Call-Related Databases including:

(1) Signaling Networks (signaling links and signaling transfer points)
and

(2) Call-Related Databases (used in signaling networks for billing
and collection or the transmission, routing, or other provision of a
telecommunicationsservice (e.g., L1DB, 800, etc.) and;

'; (3) Service Management Systems;
(f) Operations Support Systems Functions ("OSSIt) (pre-ordering, ordering,

provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing functions supported by an
incumbent LEC's databases and information by no later than January 1, 1997);
and

(9) Operator Services and Directory Assistance. 47 CFR Section 51.319. All of
these items except Network Interface Devices, Tandem Switching Capability,
and ass Functions are Usted as separate checklist items in Section
271(c)(2)(B), in addition to the general network element item in Section
271(c)(2)(B)(ii).

In this section, we address Ameritech's provision of nondiscriminatory access to
ass, network interface devices, and dark fiber. Ameritech's provision of
nondiscriminatory access to other unbundled network elements is addressed elsewhere

. in this Order.
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Staff Cross eX. 3, Q~estien d i. AR:teritesR t:las seR=lpleted internal testing of bett:l
trewble entry ane tra~Ble stat!:ls f~netiens. ~ewe\fer. Staff asserts tRat there has
eeen ne sarrier to sarrier testing ef tAe repair ane FRaintenanse interfaee. Tr.
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1050 1051. AmeriteGR is nat G~rrently pravising tRe repair ans maintenance ass
in any of its ~ve state region. Stan Gross Ex. 3, Q~estion 3 10.

Using tRe tRree criteria references by Mr. cleAnings, internal testing, carrier to
Garrier testing, ane operatienal reaeiness, Stan takes tRe positian tRat the GSS
re~~irementRas nat been met. TRe pre oFElering interfaGe Ras j~st been sevelaped anEl
anly ane eatrier i& G~rrently l::ltilizing it. S~eFa. In aeElition. anly US~ is G~rrently ~tilizing

the provisioning interface.

Stan notes that the GGTJAmeritech agreement pFeviEles far GSS. Sectians 9.5.1
anEl 17.0 af the agreement. Staff refers to Section 17.0 whish states that Ameritesh \ViII
praviEle OSS sonsistent \Vith the 199i Act anEl the j;GG Orser. Stan alsa refers ta the
testimony of CGT witness Scott ,Jennings, whish states that CCT is experieRsing eI~sl:Jlty

aevising s~stomers abo~t the stat~s af repairs ane that GGT \Vas ,*i11 experienGing
prol9lems. Tr. agio Staf:f f~rtRer nates that Mr. Jennings testi~eEl that GGT will be
req~estlng electronis interfaees fer repair ane maintenanse at the next meeting with
.~meritesh. Tr. 927. Sasee on all of tRe feregoing, Stan recommenas that the
Commission ~ne tRat AmeriteGh Ras not met the GSS cReGklist re",~irement.

AT&T s~bmittee that Ameritech has yet to f~lfill the sResklist re~wirement to
pro'Jiee nanElisGriminatory (i.e., at pariPj witR AmeriteGh's retail operations) aCGess to its
OiS fer pre oreering. pravisianing, maintenanGe, repair, ane billing. AT&T agreeEl \Vith
Stan and atRer parties that the sevelopment of electraniG interfaGe speGi~Gations san be

• Eleemee complete only after a perios of meaningf4:11 integration testing. Sl::lch operational
.' testing has not taken place. It is nat l::lntil there is a proven abili~' to somm~nieate

l effeGtively anel e~ciently. fram ens to ens, tRat a system san be saiEl to be in a state of
operational reasiness.

AT&T notee that sl::lch systems eo not now exist in Illinois. Insteae, the evieence
semenstrates that the specifiGations fer the electronis interfaces are being GOAtin~ally

~peateEl ane re'Jises by AmeriteGR, making it si#iG~lt fer GlECs to sesign their interfaGes
ta be Gempatible with those at Ameritech. (Ragers. Tr. 110i 1107). In asElitian, the
eviElenGe ~ne,,~ivoGall'lshews that the interfaGes have Ret been testeEl ta shaw tRat tRey
are aperationall'l reasy, i.e., reasy te be ~S8e1 by GlECs en a GOmmerGial basis actl::lally
Ie seNe G~stemeF8.

Mast importantly, AT&T ,*ressee tRat the integrity af AmeriteGh's OiS pFeGess is
s~spest ane has nat been s~~Gientlyaperationally testee l::lnser marketplaG8 caneitians.
AT&T netes tRat at least 70% of the orsers preGesses et/er .~meFitech's eleGtroniG
iRterfaces have. fer b1neiscloseEl reasens, "fallen o~t" ta ",an~al processing e#arts.
(Rogers Tr. 1071, 1143 45). This inabiliPj to proGess orElers electroniGally raises serious
~~estions as to wRetRer AmeriteGR Gan reliably RanElle competitively signi~GaRt\(al~mes

of mElers in real worlEl canElitions. AT&T alsa notes that Ameritesh's marketplase testing
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ef its OSS has Been sentines tG sFFtall earriers ane that e~en these sarriers have
reeGrsee sigRifieaRt prGBleFFts with AFFteriteeh's OSS.

With respeet tG ~nB~nelee RetwGrk eleFFtent ("UN~") eeFFtBinatiGns fer the UNE
f)latferFFt. AT&T nGtes that AFFteriteeh has Ret s~BFFtittes any sf)esifieatiGns. SiFFtilarly. it
has net sena~etesany testing relating tG UNE

AT&T ~rther eGnteneee that AFFteritesh's prepesals fer FFteas~ring 'I:hether it is
f)rG\lieiRg assess te OSS at parity, as re~~iree By the Aet ane the ~CC reg~latiens, are
sefisient. ~or iRstanse, in assessing tiFFte te repair POTS, .«\FFteritesh proposes te ref)ert
eAly eA its s~seess rate at resteriAg serviee withiA a 24 he~r tiFFte peries, traskiAg "%
eMseesing" that states target. (Miekens ReB~ttal, AFFteriteeh III. iM. i.O, Sshee~le 2).
This af)f)rGash we~le Aet reveal sisparities in a\lerage perferFFtansewtthin the targeted
range. per instaAse, ass~FFte that thea~erage "tiFFte to restGre" for AFFteritesh s~stoFFters

was fi¥e he~rs as eoFFtf)aree to an a~erage "tiFFte te restore" Gf 20 hG~rs fer AT&T
s~steFFteF6 B~t, iA 90th eases, restGration tiFFte eMeeesea AFFteriteeh's target iRterval in
enly dOle ef the eases. .«\FFteriteeh's propesed parity f)erforFFtanee report we~ld repert this
·'e~el ef perferFFtaASe as "AoReiseriFFtiAatery."

. AT&T f~rtherasserts that AFFteritesh's plan eees net aseo~At s~tfieientlyter serviee
FFtiM ai~renees. per eMaFFtple. installation intervals for eOFFtpieM B~siness ereers are likely

··te Be s~Bstantially lenger than installatioR iRtervals fer single line resisenee Basie loeal
servise. Yet ,A4FFteriteeh proposes that it report at/erage perferFFtanee aeross all serviees.
petentiallyFFtaskiAg peer peFferFFtaRSe in aAY iRei~ie~al area. per exaFFtple, aA a'lerage
installatien inteF\'al of ten says FFtay Be aeseptaBle if ~O% of the oraers were SGFFtf)leM

.B~siness oraers B~t toVhGlly ~nasseptaBle if gO% ef the Graers were fer Basie single line
/esiaentialservise. IR faet, iRternal AFFteriteeh peFferFFtanee reperts separate perfoFFFtanse
,gata getv/een resieence ane B~siRess. (Miekens, Tr. 1d83; AT&T Cress iMhieit 11).

SiFFtiiarly, AT&T f)oints o~t that AFFteriteeh's proposal fails to aeee~nt fer 'Iarying
aeti'lity mixes. As a siFFtple eMaFFtf)le, serviserepair where a f)reFFtises ~isit is re~~ires will.
on a'lerage, take FFtere tiFFte than seF\'ise repair that is reFFtotely agFFtinisteres. A single
restoratien interval eo~ering Both seenaries likewise FFtay res~lt in seeepti\le perfeFFFtanee
res~lts. ,A4gaiA, internal AFFteritesh reports aeknewlesge siFFtilar sistinstions (MiskeAs, Tr.

.~ 13g0 g2; .U&T Cross ~M. 12). See @lsG Pta~ S~pp. TestiFFtony.. AT&T iM. 3.1at 5 14.

Fer all et t~ese Feasons. AT&T eORel~seg that it is far tee preFFtat~re te fing that
... AFFteriteeh has satisfiee this eheeklist iteFFt espesially in light of OSS's iFFtportanee to
ef:feeti~e FFtarket entry ans AFFteriteeh's sisinsenti\le te ens~re t~eir f~1I iFFtpleFFtentation if it
is graRteg iAterbAT.J\ a~tt:lority n9'lJ.

Sf)rint agrees 'Nith StaWs \'iew that the Best toVay to e\lal~ate whether .«\FFteriteoh's
OSS are f~Aetional is thro~gh aet~al ~se rather than s~ffioient iRterRal testiRQ 9y
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AFAeriteeh. It asseRS that it is ~ar tee preFAat~re te ga~ge whether AFAeriteeh's ass is
epeFatieAal.

AFAeriteeh

AFAeriteeh states that there aFa twe key eleFAeAts fer p~rpeses ef ~eterFAiAiAg

whether it FAeets its ass e9ligatieAs. AFAeritech eM. 9.Q at~. The ~rst eleFAeRt, which it
. calls "eperatieRal reaaiRess," is that the iRterfaces FA~st ge eperatieRal in the FAarketplace
;aRstor have ~RaergeRe s~#icieRt testiRg to eRs~re that they will proviae cOFApetiters with
the re,,~isite ass relates capabilities..!§!. AMeritech refers te the secoRs eleMeRt as
"capacity reaaiRess." which refers to s~~cieRt capacity geiRg b~ilt iRtO the iRterfaces or
the iRterfaces FA~st 98 eMpaRsa91e OR a tiFAely eRe~gh 9asis to respeREI to Marketplace
seFAaRd. AR=leritech ceRteAds tRat its ass interfaces R=leet these staREIarEis.

l\FAeritech iAtrea~ced e~'iaeRce aescribiRg the operatieRal reaEliRess of its
iRterfaces. w.ith respect te the pre eraering interface. which is ~sea fer botR Fasold

· services aRE~ ~Rb~Rdlee Ret\\lerk eleR=leRts, An:leritech states that iRterRal testiRg was
cOR=lpleted fer all applica91e f~RctioRS; iRcl~eiRg access to CSRs, telepheRe R~R=lber

selectieR aRa d~e eate selectieR. The ren:laiRiRg t\\'0 ~nctieRs, aeElress valieatioR aRE:l
· feat~re availa9ility, also ha~ie geeR tested. aRa have geeR ~p aRd r~RRiRg siRce ~e9r~al)'

1996. la. at 27; AR=leritech EM. 8.Q at 18. With respectte the orEleriRg. previsieRiRg, repair
'I anEl n:laiRteRaRGe, aRd 9illing iRterfaces fer ~R9~Rdlee Retwerk elen:leRts, AFAeritech
• states that they were thoro~ghly tested gefeFa geiRg p~t in ceFAFAercial epeFation.
· AFAeritech E)(. 9.Q at 7, 9. AFAeritech f~Rher states that siRce April 1995 the .A.SR oraeriRg

iRterface has geeR ~sea to precess orders fer ~R9~Reled loeps. la. at 7; AI eM. 8.Q at 24.
AFAeritech f~Rher states that the provisioRiRg iRterface, which pre\iiaes ~FFA oreer

·t con~FFAatioRs,has geen processing live traRsactioRs siRce April 1996. .A.Mentech i)(. 9.Q
- at 7. It f~Rher asseRS that the repair aRd FAaiRteRaRGe iRterface c~rreRtly is iR ~se by
· AT&T aRd Mel aRa will SOOR be iR ~se 9y SpriRt. iR cORRectioA 'nith carrier aCGess

services. .!§!. at 8. AFAeritech states tRat this interface Ras been ~p aRd r~RAing fer alFAost
twe years . .A.FAeritech E)(. 8.Q at 7 8. It states, however, that tR~s ~r cen:lpetiRg provideFS
of local service have Rot re,,~ested it, as they prefer to ~se a FAaR~al iRterface. AFAeritech
eM. 9.Q at 8. iilliRg for ~Rb~Rdled loops has beeR pro·/iEleEi tt:lro~gh the Carrier Access
iilliRg Systen:l ("C.A.iS") sinse April 1995. lEi. at 9. \'\Ath respect to reselEl services, the

~ iRterfaces have beeR s~bjectto eMleRsive iRterRal testing aREI carrier to carriertestiRg. lEI.
at 1Q"11, 1~ ~3. The resale orElering iRterfase has beeR operatioRal aREI iR ~se by USr>~

since ~ebr~a'Y 1996. An:leritech eM. 8.Q at 9, 24. IR aElElition, EI~riRg systeFA testiRg with
". AT&T, live cw&ton:ler accowRts have been ceRveRee to AT&T accowRtS. ,6.meritech E)(.

9.Q at 11. .6,11 three pre'/isioRiRg fWRctioRs ~rn:l oreer ceR~rn:\atioA,orEler cOn:lpletieR, aRd
order statws are operatioRal, aRa the ~rst two are geiRg ~seEi by USW. The repair aRd

'. n:laiRteRaRce iRterfase fer FaselEl seFVices is the saR=le interfaee wseEi for ~Rbl:JRelee

new/ork eleFAeRts, aRe has Rot yet beeR re"l:JesteEl 9y a local carrier. lEi. at 11 12. The
· resale billiRg iRterfac8s have geeR operatieRalsiRce ~e9r~aF'f 1996, aAEI have beeR used

to SeRG Bills aRe Elaily usage feeas siRce April 1996. Is. at 12. Its iAterfaees are
GORsisteRht/ith iREll:Jstry standares. AR=leritech E)(. 8.Q at e 9; Tr. 1Q5~, 1Q9g.

30



96-0404
H ,E, PROPOSED ORDER

~.FReritesR pFe\lieee aeeitienal inferFJ.1atien peFtaining te tRe eperatienal reaeiness
ef its OSS interfases. It pre\lieee testiFReny etating tRat internal testing af tRe pre ereering
iRterface has Been cempletee. Staff Gress ix. 3 (did 3 i). AFReritesR states that the
pre oreering interfase klReeW)ent sarrier te sarrier teeting witR UiN, ane was
iR=lpleFRentee By YSN. in danklary 1997. Tr. 104i 47. AFReriteeR a'Jers that the resale
ereeriRg interfaee was testee By Y8W fer aBeklt tRree FJ.1enths in 1996, aRe then
iFRplemeRtee By YSW. Tr. iii, 740 41. 1048 50. It states that tRe ereer statkls R:in~ion

et the resale pro\lisiening interfaee BeeaFRe a'Jailaele en QeeeFABer 1i, 199i. Bklt, kiP te
the present, no competing saFrisr Ras re"klestee to test or klse it. Tr. 1050. AFReritech
Rates that ereer statkls is net a separate interfaee, Bklt jklst an aeeitianal transaetian gaing

'a\ler an existing interface. Tr. 1170. It states that tRe ASR areering interface for
klnBklnsles nel-wark elements klneelWent carrier ta carrier testing witR MIPS, ans cklrrently
receives HOO arsers per mentR in lIIinais fraFR GGT ane MIPS, ans respanss ,.."ith firm
ereer canfirmatians. Staff Gress ix. 3 (Jid 3 7 tRroklgR 3 i).

On the isskle af capacity. AFReritecR argkles that its interfaces Rave mare than
enaklgR sapacity te FReet FRarketplace eeFRane. AFReriteeR ix. 9.g at ~8 44, Sch. 2.

·AR=leritecR explains that it plannee eapacity BaseEi en eeFRanEi fereGa-'s where ceFRpeting
saFriers sklpplieQ them. ane on aggressive FRarket entry scenarias fer nan r:eepansing

.. sarriers; as a reskll.. the capacity re~..iree ta seF¥e large carriers like AT&T ane MGI when
they enter the market alreaey is in place. AI ix. i.O at 21 ~~; AFReritecR 9.0 at 28 ~9, 32
35. AFReritech explains R:iFtRer that it planneEi eapaei~f with at least a i mantR leae Bklilt

.- in, so tRere is eneklgh eapacity installeEi now ta meet tRe prejeeteEi eemane fer Jklly 1997.
ane there will Be enowgh sapaeity in dwly ta meet Elemane in DeeemBer.

Oh Ameritech argkles again-' application ef Staft's prapaseQ tRree paFt test far OSS
.eempliance. l\FAeriteeR iriet at Ii 71. It asseAs that Staft's prapasse test r~e~s ans
iFAplements its Braaeer palicy/legal'Jiew that all eReeklist iteFRs aGtklally FAwst Be R:irnisRes
te campeting earriers en a eaFAmereial Basis. Ie. at ii. TRws, tRe grewnEis an wRicR
AFAeriteeR eppeses Staff's BroaEler pasitien are applicaBle in tRe OSS eentext as well. ld.
In adeitian, AFAeritecR argwes tRat Staff's tRree paFt test censtitkltes an illegitimate
expansion et tRe eantralling IPGC re~wireFAent tRat OSS interfaces Be praviElee "wpon
~Yest." fi. at ii &7 (siting Iftirst R,eeFt ane OrEler, 11 5~5). Maree\fer, AFReriteGR

~ argwes, 8taft'. prapa.ee te.t laeks well eefineQ stanEiarEls again-' wRieh its effeFts te
. caFAply eaylEi Be FRea.wreEl; in paAickllar, Staff affers ne Glear gklieance fer EleteFFRining

tRe paint at whicR "eaeR saFrier" Ras Been afferElee a "reasenaBle eppaA..nity" te seligA.
iR=lpleFAent aRe teet tRe interface., anEi is "sweee.sfwll,/ ..tilizing" tRe interfaees en a
"eeFAFAercialsGale." 1§. at 67 69.

IPinally, AFRerit.eR arg.... tRat itaff's test is peer pYBlic peliey eeeawse: (1) tRe
re"wireFA.nt tRat "eacR earrier" Be given the same "reasenaele eppaAwnity" in the OSS
eentext elashes with Staft's willingness te accept a "FAix anEi FAatch" appraach in ather
areas; (2) t!:lis saFAe reetklireFRent will gwarantee AFAeritecR's ceFRpetiters a heaEi start in
t!:le "one stop shepping" FAarketplace; anEi (3) Staff's appreach rensers A~eFitech's
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shesklist soml3lianse sompletely dependent on the aGtions and good faith of its
sompetitors e'len thol::lgh Staff resognizes that sarriers might not inteFf.ase sl::lssessfl::llly
with Ameritesh's OSS for reasons wholly I::Inrelated to its astions. ld. at e9 71.

With respest to AT&T's allegations, AFAeritesh responds that its interfac.e
spesitieations are well definee and sta~le. and eharges that AT&T fails to iaentitv any
specifie deticieneies or material changes of the sort that \+/ol::lle r:e~l::Iire eOFApeting sarriers
to redesign their systeFAs jl::lst to FAaintain eNisting fl::lnGtionalities. AFAeritesh 8rief at 72
74. It a~ser\'es fl::lrther that. ~eyona spesifisatians, it pr:eviaes saFApeting Garriers with
training manl::lals, senas eNperiensee personnel to I9roviee "walk throl::lgt:\s" of OSS
I9Fosesses. ane offers to ret/jew the design and iFAl9leFAentation of sOFAlgeting earriers'
systems. !ft. at 73 74: Aeeording to AFAeriteeh, AT&T did not take Nil aavantage of these
opl9ortl::lnities. !ft at 74.

SeeoRe, AFAeritech takes exeeption to AT&T's exaFAl9les af its alleged faill:lre to
eomply with indl:lstry standares. Id. at 74 77. It states that USOCs are not detined ~y

AmeriteGh, ~l::It ~y 8elleore, for I:Ise on a nationwiee ~asis. Id. at 75. Third, in r:esponse to
AT&T's Gharge that it refl:lsed to share its "~l::Isjness rl:lles" in sonneGtjon with 8eO
transastjons, AmeriteGh eites to AT&T witness Connolly's Gonsossjon on Gross
eNaFAination that, althol::lgh he I9reviol:lsly testifiea tt:\at Ameritest:\ aisslosed its approash to
BeOs only after AT&T sent its first 8eO in OGto~er 19ge, in fast, spesifisations issl::led ~y

. AFReritesh in early Al:Igl::lst 19ge slearly laid Ol:lt AFAeritesh's al9l9rOash. !ft. at 77. j;ol:lrth,
.. r:egarding the testing ·....ith AT&T, .«\meritesh sites to Mr. Rogers' analysis of the r:esYlts, in
~ 19artisl::llar the r:easons for order rejestions, whish tend to show that the rejestions were

I9roper ane not cal::lsed ~y Amerjtech's side of the interfase. la. at 78 80. AFAeritech also
sontenEts that the FAanyal intervention rate is irrelevant to checklist compliance, ~ecause

.. the shecklist o~ligation is to provide electronie assess to OSS fl::lnGtions, not fully
eleetronis prosessing of all orEters. !ft. at 80. With reslgeGt to tt:\e prosessing of orders,
the relevant in~l::Iiry is whether dye dates are met on a 19arity ~asis.

COMMISSION CONCLUSION

.«\FAeriteeh's provision of this iteFA does not FAeet the standards we eSI90l::lseEt
earlier in SeGtion II. C. of tt:!is oreer. The proBleFR is slear it is siFAply teo early fer !:IS to
aeterFAine wt:lett:ler the OSS will operate prolgerly. lPJe are not sonvinse9 that the inteFRal
testing peFtoFF"ee By AFAeritesh Gan solve all of the I9rObleFAs that will arise. 'Nithol:lt
aGt!:lal testing '.'titt:! other sarriers, this st:lesklist iteFR sannot be available. lAte agr:ee with

. Staff tt:lat we ~"6t be provieed witt:l eR=lpirisal e'/idense tt:lat AR=leFitest:l's OSS are
olgerational ane NnGtional.

V'le are espesially eonsernee witt:l the I9rObleFRs eeSGribed in tt:\e testiFROn'l of GCT
witness Ssoft Jennings,. whish indisates that CCT is experiensing ei#i6YI~ aavising
Sl::lstOFAers a90yt the statYs of repaiFs ana that it was still experiensing probleR=ls.
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Meetini tRis oR8okiist ite~ re~l1:Iin~s ~are tRan A~8riteoR Raving its siae of the
inteFfaoe operatianal. In aFEier tEl ~88t tRe sResklist. A~eritesR ~l1:Ist ensl1:Ire the
sonnesting oarriers Rave sl1:l#isient infor~ation of A~eFitesh'sOSS. insh:laing working 'Nith
oarriers that 8Kperiense rejesteG orGers anG/or ElrGers that Fe~l1:IiFe ~anl1:lal intervention.

AmeritesR ~l1:Ist also show that sarriers are asle to l1:Itilize A~eritesh's ass in a
sl:Jffisient manner that will asso~~aGatetRe Ge~anG af a new biG's servises By end
wsers. At thws point we are not sonvinseG that oarriere will Be asle to otter its servises to
the general pWBlis witR the e)(pestation tRat all servise orGers will Be prosesses.

Most of the supplemental proceeding. phase II. dealt with the· OSS issue.
Ameritech states that 'there are two key elements for purposes of determining whether it
meets its OSS obligations. The first element. which it calls "operational readiness." is that
the interfaces must be operational in the marketplace and/or have undergone sufficient
testing to ensure that they will provide competitors with the requisite OSS-related
capabilities. Ameritech gILthe second element "capacity readiness." which refers to
sufficient capacity being built into the interfaceS or the interfaces must be expandable on
a timely enough basis to respond to marketplace demand. Ameritech contends that its
OSS interfaces meet these standards.

Ameritech argues against application of Staffs proposed three-part test for OSS
compliance. It asserts that Staff's proposed test reflects and implements its broader
DOlicyllegal view that all checklist items actually must be furnished to competing carriers
on a commercial basis. Thus. the grounds on which Ameritech opposes Staffs broader
position are applicable in the OSS context as well. In addition. Ameritech argues that
Staff's three-part test constitutes an illegitimate expansion of the controlling FCC

. requirement that OSS interfaces be provided "upon reguest." (citing First Report and
"

. Order. 11 525). Moreover. Ameritech argues. Staff's proposed test lacks well-defined
standards against which its efforts to comply could be measured: in particular. Staff offers
no clear guidance for determining the point at which "each carrier" has been afforded a
"reasonable opportunity" to design. implement andtest the interfaces. and is "successfully
utilizing" the interfaces on a "commercial scale."

Finally. Ameritech argues that Staffs test is poor puqlic policy becaUse: (1) the
requirement that "each carrier" be given the same "reasonable opportunity" in the OSS
context clashes with Staffs Willingness to accept a "mix and match" approach in other
areas: (2) this same reQuirement will guarantee Ameritech's comPetitors a head-start in
the "one-stop shopping" marketplace: and (3) Staffs approach renders Ameritech's
checklist compliance completely dependent on the actions and good faith of its
competitors -- even though Staff recognizes that carriers might not interface successfullv
with Ameritech's OSS for reasons wholly unrelated to its actions.

With respect to the OPerational readiness of the pre-ordering interface. Ameritech
states that USN Communications. Inc. ("USN") has tested and currently is using the pre-
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ordering interface. Since January 1. 1997. a total of 7685 transactions have successfully
traversed this interface. 1677 in January. 2053 in February. and 3955 in March.

With respect to the EDI ordering and provisioning interface. Ameritech states that
the following carriers have tested and currently are using the EDI ordering and
provisioning interface: AT&T. MCI Metro. Network Recovery Services C"NRS") and USN.
Another carrier. The Millenium Group. also is using the interface. Ameritech states that
these carriers are using the ordering. firm order confirmation ("FOC") and order
completion funclionoUtles. During the period from January 1. 1997 through March 31,
1997, a total of 3838 resale orders w received electronically over the interface, Of these,
Ameritech states that 3179. or 82.8%. were processed successfully and of these. 1946
orders were processed successfully without manual intervention, The other 1233 orders
were successfully processed with manual intervention. Ameritech acknowleges that the
remaining 659 orders were rejected.

With respect to the ASB ordering and provisioning interface. Ameritech states that
the following carriers have tested and are using the ASR interface to order unbundled
loops and end office integration ("EOI"): Brooks Fiber. CCT. MFS and TCG. An additional
carrier. ICG. has tested and is using the ASR interface just for ordering EOI. Ameritech
maintains that between January 1. and March 28. 1997. 7539 orders for unbundled loops
were received and processed successfully. Ameritech further states that orders for EOI
also were received and processed successfully.

Ameritech states that the maintenance and repair electronic interfaces are not in
use by any local exchange carriers, because none has reauested to Use it. However.
Ameritech witness Rogers eXPlained that this interface is the same one that has been in

.j. use for two years by IXCs in connection with access service. Ameritech also notes that
- this interface aI6e is ·currently in use by an Ameritech affiliate. Ameritech Pay Phone

Services ("APS"), With respect to APS. Ameritech states that between January 1, and
March 30. 1997. 10,366 trouble reports were received successfully.

With respect to the electronic interfaces for billing. Ameritech explains that
between January 1. and March 26. 1997, approximately 27 million records were
transmitted via the EMR dlily usage interface. Ameritech stites that the carriers using

; this interflce Ire: AT~T, Brooks Fiber. CBG. CCT, CimcoComm, Coast-to-Coast. ICG.
LeI. MCI and MFS. The Millenium Group. NRS. OneStop. UnitedComm. USN. and
WinStar. The AEBS billing interface has been used in the same period for 34
transmissions, which occur on I monthly basis, by the same carriers except for Brooks
and CCT. The CABS pilling interflce currently is in use by Brooks Fiber. CCT and MFS.

Ameritech further states a team of outside systems experts conducted a
comprehensive review of the internll testing. carrier-to-carriertesting and actual use of
the interfaces. and concluded thlt they are operationally ready. Ameritech states that the
same conclusion is was reached by carriers who actually use the interfaces.
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Ameritech takes §xception to StSiffs position against the relianc§ Qn internal
testing of int§rfaces.· Ameritech mSiintSiins thSit wh§r§ nQ carner has r§Quest§d to use or
t§st an interface. 'intli!rnal wsting of the int§rface is th§ most §ffective Qption.. MQreover,
Amerit§ch states thSit wh§re th§ interface already hSiS b§en proven to work. internal
testing is Sin appropriat§ means of cQnfirming that SI new transSiction will traverse it.

Ameriwch also stat§s that it is prQviding r§Questing carriers with cQmpr§hensive
ordering guid§s for unbundled network elem§nts rUNEs") and r§sold services.
Am§rit§ch pres§nted six binders. twQ comprising th§ Unbundling S§rvice Ordering Guide.
and four comprising th§ R§sal§ S§rvices Ordering Guid§. Am§ritech Sliso is providing
r§Qu§sting carriers with an updated v§rsion of its Electronic S§rvice Ord§ring Guide
("ESO Guide"). Ameritech states that it d§veloped the ordering guides SiS an additional
tool to fSicilitate carri§rs' entrv into the local market.

In Slddition. Am§riwch stSites thSit it works dir§ctly with oth§r carriers to assist in
solving probl§ms that Slris§ in the us§ of the interfaces. Am§ritech stat§s thSit its
informSition technology prof§ssionSils hSlv§ daily conference calls Sind weekly lIsummSlry"
C§lIs with ATB$T to discuss §I§ctronic ord§ring. Am§ritech explSiins that MCI pres§ntly is
§ngaged in t§sting th§ EDI ord§ring interfSice and Am§ritech is in daily contact with Mel
r§garding OSS. Similarly. Am§ritech stSites thSit it has had fr§Quent meetings with both
MFS and CCT to discuss the interfaces.

Ameritech finSilly stat§s thSit its int§rfSices will §nSlbl§ competing local §xchSinge
carri§rs to m,§t demand from th§ir §nd users. Amerit,ch stSites that it hSiS built
substantial spSire capacity into its interfSices to m,§t demand.

Am,ritech pr§s§nt§d the testimony of Robert H. M§ixner. SI partn§r in the
Communications Industry Group at Anders§n Consulting. H§ testified thSit th§ir review of
th§ r§sults of internal t§sting. carri§r-to-cSlrri§rt§sting Sind actual us§ of Am§rit§ch's OSS
int§rfSices leSids them to b§lieve that th§ int§rfSices Sire operationSilly ready.

Mr. Meixner t§stified thSit Arthur And§rsen and And,rsen Consulting (h§r§inafter
k "Andersen T§am") conducted a thorough review of its interface specific§tions and
u8§r guid§s under his dir'ctiQn during March Sind April Qf 1997. He stated that. baslKl on

~ that r§view. the And,rs§n teSim atttst§d tQ th§ fSict that CLECs have been given sufficient
.. infQrmSltiQn to build to AmeriWch lIIinQis' interfaces. He further stated that the ComQSlny

has SllsQ demonstrated that it WQrks exttnsiv§ly to imprQv§ Qrder flQW with thoR CLECs
which have §xp§ri§nced r§ject§d orders _ He stated thSit. with th, passSlge of time. the
number Qf int§rfaces which have b§,n th§ subject of carri§r-to-carri§r testing and the
numb§r of CLECs which have participated in such tests hSlve& incr§as§d Sind mQr§ of the
interfac§s Slr§ now in comm§rcial use. Mr. M§ixner also testifilKl thSit th, Andersen team
af&e review§d th§ capacity of Ameritech Illinois' OSS interfaces Sind confirmed their ability
to handle expected demand from the CLECs.
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Ameritech also had Rachel Foerster. an expert on EDI matters. review its EDI
interface specifications. She testified that its interface specifications fully comply with
national EDI standards and provide GLEGs with the information they need.

Staff continues to believe that Ameritech has not yet demonstrated the Qperational
readiness of its ass or that its ass <;an be used in a cQmmercially feasible manner.
Staff is critical of the operational status 9f its ass interfaces. Staff dispytes Ameritech's
claim that the 9nly interface Which has n9t been subject 19 carrjer-to-carrier testing is
repair and maintenance. Staff alsQ dilputes Ameritech's claim that the only interfaces
that are not in use by GLEes are telephone number selection. due date selection. and
unbundled network element repair and maintenance.

Staff states that ass ordering is being used QD!y,..for end office integration and
unbundled loops. not all network elements. In additi9n it argues that carrier-ta-carrier
testing hiS .be,n p,rfQrm.d for a§§ Qrdering. 9!1J¥.. for lin, PQrts @Dd service provider
number pQrtability.St@ff als9 criticizes the fact that ynbundled loop orders utilize the
Access Service Request ("A§R"l interf@CI. whiCh regyir,s m@nu@1 interv,ntion for
unbundled loop orders. Staff nQtes th@t Ameritech JIIin9is is reqyiring bQth lhe ASR and

, Electronic Data Interchange ("EOn interf@cesfor ordering unbundled elements. m@king it
necessary to use more than one interface for Qrdering individyal network compQnents.

Regarding the repair and maintenance interfaCl. Staff does not CQncur that APS
,'shoyld be considered a "eLEG" for purp9ses 9f checklisl cQmpli@nce. As pQinted out in
'the Staff's Supplemental Initial Brief. it does not believe thm lhere w@s @n @rms-Iength

. relatiQnship in the development of the rep@ir and mainl,nanCl interface ys,d by APS.
. Staff notes further that Ameritech Ex. 11.0. Schedule 3 sh9wS that APS hiS used only
."one of the four repair and maintenanc, ass fyncti9ns lh@t Amerittch claimstQ offer.
"

Finally. regarding billing. Staff r,fers to Amerittch-Ex. 11.0. Sch,dule 3. which
reports no carrier-t9-carrier testing and limited @ctyal yse. S18ff considers the I@ck of
testing and use a significant issue because of Am,ritech's admission that there is a
pegenti@1 for double billing right now. See Tr. at 1895. Stiff disagr,es with Ameritech
th@t the marketplac, imp@cl 9n lh, IXCs hiS bien minimal. It does nol b,lieve that
d9uble billing is @min9r prQblem. @nd believes that lhe pot,nt;al fQr marketDl@CI d@m@ge

': 19 potenti@1 comPetitQrs is very real.- Staff l@k,s lhe position lh't. alth9ugh the dollar
4 amQunts @t issue are small. the percepti9n by DOte01i@1 CystQmers thallhey may be

subjected 10 similar errors coyld be a majQr impediment to CLECs @ttr@cting @ddjtional
cystomers.

Staff further nexes th@t for the time oeriQd Jany@ry through M@rch 1997.
@pprQximately 50% Qf the Qrders reClived ,lectr9nically were pr9cessed electr9nically as
planned. The other 50% of the electronic orders Wire eilher placed m@nu@lIy or were
rejected. Staff does not believe this level of perfQrmance leads to a conclusion that
Ameritech's ass can be considered "operationally ready."
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AT&T argues that the additional evidence adduced in the record during the
supplemental phase of this proceeding has served only to undermine Ameritech's
assurances that these systems are adequately tested. operationally ready and adequate
to support the demands of CLECs. 11.contends that. as of the January hearings in this
docket. Ameritech proclaimed its (then) new O§S to be ready. pased largely on internal
testing. According to AT&T. two conclusions can pe drawn from the additional evidence:
(1) Ameritech's January assertions of operational readiness have Peen entirely
discredited as premature and unfounded: and (2) although Ameritech is beginning to
show signs of progress in processing orders (particularly simple "as js" or "as specified"
resale orders). its ass continues tQ be plagued bY a variety of significant operational
problems. AT&T argues that this dQcumentary recQrd. along with the admissions of its

. witnesses Qn the stand. systematically undercuts Ameritech's reassurances that its ass
are adequate.

AT6!T alsQ criticizes the Andersen Team's review of QSS. AT6!T states that the
Andersen team reviewed only the OSS interfaces themselves. nQt the interaction Qf those
systems with Ameritech's downstream "legacy" systems or the legacy systems
themselves and. therefQre. they ignQred prQblems such as dQuble billing. late order
cQnfirmation. and others that have arisen in Ameritech's systems and that directly and
substantially affect Ameritech's order processing.

AT&T states that it nQW has aCQuired experience with Ameritech's ass ordering
and provisioning interface. It contends that the actual performance data for this interface
during the first quarter of 1997 amply demonstrates that Ameritech is nQt yet aple to
SUPPQrt competitive market entry in a stable. reUabl, and nondiscriminatory manner.
Through Mr. Connolly. AT&T presented a detailld discussion of Ameritech's QSS actual
performance. Specifically. Mr. Connolly noted that betw"n January 1 and April 4. 1997.

. AT&T submitt,d 1.444 customer Qrders tQ Ameritech. H, cQntended that the vast
majority of those orders were "assume as sp,cifi,d" Qrders. or orders which involve only
the simpl, migration of r,sidential custom,rs from Ameritech to AT&T. He tostified that
d,spite the simplicity Qf lh, ord,rs. AT&T's Qrders consist,ntly w,re SUbjected to
unreasonably high r,jection rams. unjustifi,d d,lays in processing. and unacceptable
l,v,ls of manual intervention.

Mr. Connolly further testified lhat. in reporting on its Performance. Amerit,ch
~ 11I1A,d that it was meeting du, dltes for the Ylst majorjty of CLEC ordell. He stated ttlat
lhis is becaUse the "due date" that Ameritech is meeting is one thlt Am,ritech has
assigned to the ord,r not the dat, r,quesWd by CLECs. Of the 211 ord,rs submitted by
AT&T during the w"k of March 23. Am,ritech mosjifi'd lhe r,quested dU' date for
approximat,ly44% of th, customers. Accordingly. he emphasized that wh,n Ameritech's
performance for that same w,ek is ass,ssed against the AT&T r,quest,d du, date.
Ameritech completed over 40% of AT&T's orders late.

Mr. Connolly furth,r testified lhat as order vQlumes grQw. Am,rit,ch is increasingly
unable to process orders in a timely manner. During the last two woeks of April. the
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volume of orders AT&T submitted to Ameritech increased substantially. See AT&T Cross
Ex. 19. He emphasized that as AT&rs order volumes ramped up. Ameritech's
performance deteriorated despite the fact that the total volume of orders submitted was
well within"Ameritech's well publicized capacity claim of 250.000 orders a month. or in
excess of 10.000 per day. Tr. 1947, 1950. He stated that the performance deterioration
can be seen most dramatically in the growing number of "backlogged" 855s. a system­
generated acknowledgment transaction that should be sent "within minutes" of receipt of
an order into Ameritech systems. See Tr. 1946. As an example. Mr. Connolly refers to
the 899 orders inserted on ·April 25, 1997. Of these orders, 309 had not yet been
acknowledged by receipt of an 855 four days later. See AT&T Cross Exs. 13 and 36.

AT&T contends that these orders are backlogged because of manual intervention.
See Tf. 1951. It contends thatthe amount of manual intervention -- particularly at the
levels utilized by Ameritech -- causes delays in processing. AT&T contends that the data
indi«atu that I «aysll link iUCistS between manual flU-out Ind processing delays. n.. is
conclusively demotlstr,ted by Ametitech's own internal analysis of a55 response time.
See AT&T Cross Ex. 20. It cites the 855 response time dlta reported by Ameritech for
the week ending April 25:

855 Response Time by % of Orders'

Completed automatically:
..' Completed manually:
;, Rejected ,utomatically:
. Rejected manually:
t

AT&T Cross Ex. 20, p.1.

Within 24 hours

96.5%
45.0
100.0

6.3

Over 24 hours

3.4%

AT&T argues that the amount of mlnull intervention introduces the potential for
additional processing errors. It contends that Ameritech service representatives can make
errors thlt cause orders to be rejected or mishlndled. See AT&T Cross Ex. 32
(discussing order processing problems raised by ATlT which Ameritech «onceded were

... clused by "service representative error"). AT&T also cites the cross-exlminltion of
Ameritech's own EDI expert, Ms. Foerster. where she stated thlt removing manul' tlsks
and activities will increase the accuracy and efficiency of the processing flow. Tr. 1650.

AT&T argues that manual processing cannot simply be dismissed as an
appropriate "internal business strategy," as Ameritech char,cterizes it. AT&T contends
that the high percentage of orders subject to manual intervention must be considered
when assessing OSS availability.

AT&T also complained of the "late 865" problem. An 865 a«knowledgment is sent
to ClECs by Ameritech when a ClEC order is completed. AT&T explain& that. upon
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receipt of an 865. a CLEC can acknQwledge the newlv-acquired cUltQmer. lend the
cystQmer necessary aCCQunt information, attempt tQ lell the customer additional services
and begin billing the customer fQr IQcal usage, In prioritiZing thil prQblem, Ameritech
categQrized it as "priQrity 3"-- meaning that resQlutiQn of the prQblem could wait until the
next releale Qf the applicatiQn. AT~T further stated lbat bV earlv March. AT&T was
receiving 'ite 865s fQr IPprQximately 80% Qf the Qrders it submitted. AT&T Isserteds
that. although Ameritech states that the problem hal been resQlved. no performance data
supports that conclusion.

In AT&rs opinion. AT&T alia states that the Andersen review was simplv too
nlrrow in Icope 10 be informative and too shallow in execution tQ be credible.

.Accordingly. the conclusions reached bV lhe Andersen 101m are of guestiQnlble validity
and are Qf nQ real vletylness tQ the CQmmission.

AT&T asserted that the sCQpe Qf the review was very narrow.- AT&T nQted that
the Andersen team spent apprQximltely 3,500 labor hQurs evaluating Qnly the
perfQrmlnCe Qf the Ameri10ch interfaces -- or lhe dOQr lhrQugh whiC;h GLEG Qrderl myst
paiS on their way tQ being prQcessed by Ameritec;h's underlying legac;y family of sySWms.

• AT&T stlted that the Andersen team failed to look at any Qf the "dQwnstream" processing
Iystems uled tQ lrack or cQmplete Qrders. restore fljled service, trlc;k c;uslQmer usage or
generate billing. Fyrthermore, AT&T was c;ritical of the flct that the Andersen team did

, nQt concern itself with ac;tual perfQrmlnce data relating to dye dam Performance. the late
865 problem: the mounting Qrder backlog illues: Qr lhe myriad of other perfQrmance
issues raised by AT&T and Qther CLEes. See Tr. 1800-01.1805-10. AT&T cQmplained
that the Andersen team neither asked for. received. nQr reviewed Iny dlta relating to the
multiple system prQblems thlt Ameritech was and is cyrrenl'Y experienc;jng. AT&T also
nQtes that nQ CLEGs were CQntlcted Qr in10rviewed (Tr. 1782), and nQ effQrt was made to

" determine whether any CLECs hid prQblems in accessing Ameritec;h's systeml. Tr, 1784.

MGI raised similar questiQns abQut Ameritech's ass,- In addijiQn. il expressed
concern Qver whit it called e,meritech's fragmented ass system. MCI stateds that
GLECs Ire fQrced tQ yse different interfacel fQr different piec;el Qf what shQuld be a
single transac;tion. In particul@r, it C;Qmplained6 thal sePlrlling lhe Qrdering process for
IQQps and unbundled 'oetIl switc;hing between two seplrate Ind distinct Qrdering systems

, {EQI fQr switc;hing Ind ASR for IQQps) forces GLECI to duplicaW time Ind effQrt to order
. lhrQugh separate interfac;es a single IQop Ind a lingle loop POrt just lQ prQvide blSic

telephone service to a single customer. Moreover, while Ameritech'l e,SR interface is
availlble fQr GLECs tQ Qrder IQQPs. GLEGs myst sybmit Qrders for service discQnnect and
for interim IQcal number pQrtability ("IlNP") - both of which are ulually required in any
Qrder fQr ynbundled IQQPI - bY fax.

AccQrdingly, MGI contends that due to the frlgmented nlture Qf Ameritech's ass.
GLEe efficiency gainl frQm aytQmated interfaces Ire IQst. !l§t,tes thlt it WQuid realize

. little benefit. for example. using the ASR @utQmated interface to order IQops because
virtually every loop order requires manual processing for service disconnect and IlNP,
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Mel notes that it. like any eLEe, requires an automated solution that accommodates all
discrete pieces that are involved in the provision of service via unbundled elements
because the whole transaction is only as efficient as its weakest part.!!

Mel maintains that these problems are not insoluble. Industry forums have
\defined an EDI interface that accommodates (among other things) the ability to order
unbundled loops, switches. service disconnect and ILNP together. It states that. this is the
industry standard solution. 11. complains that Ameritech does not anticipate making
available an EDI interface for unbundled network elements within the next six months,
even in the best of circumstances. Phase" Tr. at 2020-21.25. Mel states that until the
EDI interface for unbundled elements is available in Illinois, CLECs will continue to be
forced to fragment their ass activities between disparate automated and manual
processes and, as in the case of unbundled loops. often lose the efficiency gains of
automation.

MCI also cited the percentage of manual processing as a significant problem. MCI
maintains that significant manual intervention is not workable in a mass market

.environment. According to Mel witness Miller:

Every manual intervention causes delay, sometimes substantial. and creates
significant risk of error. By relying on manual intervention. Ameritech can hold its
competitors hostage to its own response time. hours of OPeration, and ability (or
incentive) to provide accurate information. Also. manual arrangements increase
CLEC costs.

Mel Ex. 5 (Miller) at 8...
Mel argues that. so long as Ameritech's ass systems involve Ameritech's manual

processing of CLEe orders and requests, CLECs will be at a significant and real
disadvantage in competing against Ameritech since Ameritech will control the timeliness
and accuracy of provisioning. 11. further contends that. because of the high degree of
manual processing common to Ameritech's ass. the opportunities for Ameritech's loyal
employees to discriminate against eLEes are far too overwhelming to ignore.

Mel also cites as a problem Ameritech's disparate ability to meet due dates
between whgleHle and retail accounts. Id. at 7. Mel states that Ameritech is Perfqrming
much better gn meeting due dates at the retail level than at the whglesale level. Citing
Staff Ex. 5.03 at 7-8 (Testimgnyof Sam McClerran).

MCI emphasizes that pre-ordering is a crucial ass function fgr eLEes because
the end-user customer is online. Pre-grdering represents the CLEes' first live contact via
phone with the end-user customer and allows the eLEC to gather sufficient information
for ttle customer to place an order. Pre-ordering is a crucial communication because any
eLEC failures at this stage could result in permanently losing the customer. Mel states
that pre-ordering subfunctions, such as telephone number selection and due date
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notification. specifically contemplate the customer being Qn the phQne. !tcontends that
Ameritech has yet tQ make availlble Qr provide any autom,ted pre-ordering interface for
QLEes utili~ing unbundled netwQrk elements. Ameritech's EDI interf,ce which provides
awom,ted pre-Qrdering function,lity is not yet aVlillbl, for unbundled network elements.
Thus, MCI states that fQr unbundltd elements. such IS IQops. eLEes must obtain
telephone number reservatton Ind gue dlte verification vii fiX or Qther manual
processes. CLEes, therefore. are unabl§ to provide reiI time pre-ordering interaction
with their customers via phone fQr unbundled elements. Mel nQtes that when Ameritech
adopts the EDI VersiQn 7 interf,ce, pre-ordering will be IVliI,ble fQr unbundled network
elements.

MQI also contends that Ameritech's EDI ordering and provisioning systems for
resellers. while mQre functional than the ASR interface fQr unbundled elements. continues
tQ be plagued with dlsign flaws. bugs ang OPlratiQnl1 difficuijilS that are custQmer­
impacting. Mel asslrts thlt it continuls tQ IxoerienCf! substanti,l prQblems with
Arneritech's prQcessing and prQvisiQning of rlsale Qedlrs. FQr Ixampll. it has been
experiencing slvlre CUstomer-lffecting prQblems reglrding potentill gQyble billing. In
addition. MGI complains thlt it is bling notifild that orders are "compllted." despite the
f,ct thlt "drop to billing" (whi9h 9hanges the billing name of the 1990unt Ind makes the
end-uslr Iccount inVisible to thl rltail side of AmlritEp9h) has nQt Ylt bun 90mpleted
successfully. See Mel Ex. 5 (Milllr) at 5-6. M~I statu that its primary oonCf!rn is that
lhl cystomer may be doubil-billld ,inCf! the billing rlmains in limbo at AmlritEpch. Id. It
emphasizes that this system failurl is bl9Qming incrlasingly intollrabl, because for
Mel's mQst r,cent ord,rs thl billing IimbQ period hiS Ixpandld beyond the three-week
P1riod. identified above. to yp tQ twQ months delay. See Phi" " Tr. 1998-99 (Rogers).
This Qbviously represents I "signifi9lnt design fl,w" in Amerite9h's system. MCI Ex. 5
(Miller) at 6. While it acknQwledges that Ameritech mlY be taking steps to deal with the
problem. MCI states that it is impQssible at this larty pQint tQ know whether the
Company's proposed steps will be syccessful.

Mel stites that in addition tQ the "big prQblem" Qf drQp tQ billing. it is Ixperien9ing
other significant prQblems with respe9t to AmeriW9h's processing or provisioning Qf resale
Qrders. FQr example. Qn a number Qf "migrltion" Qrders. Ameritl9h ynexplainably
drQpped certain featurls Qn the 9ustomlrs' a9CQynts; IS to Qther Qrd,rs. f"tureS were
mysteriously added. MCI argues thlt sych errQrs Ire extrem,ly giffi9ult tQ track and

, oorre9t in I miSS market environment.

Spdnt argues that an intEprf,ce bltwetn MO systEpms and MO Qr marl players is
deemed to be QPlrltionally r,adY Qnly when th, two systems work toaoth,r sltisflc;tQrily
with the yngerlying systems 00 both sides Qf the intEprtaCi8 d,liy,riog the services fQr
which the interf,ce WIS designed. Sprint statls that Am,ritech 91n not-_ unilaterally
~8§laFe that its interf,ces are ooer,tionallv ready.

Sprint argYes that In effl9tive el'9tronic interf'Cf!whi9h prQvides timely access to
CustQmer Service informatiQn is crucial tQ any eLEe attempting to entlr the IQcal market
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via the resale of the I,LEC's services. Sprint states that Ameritech admitted that there has
been neither actual use nor carrier-to-carriertesting for the due date negotiatiQn function
Qf the pre-order interface. Tr. 1855. In additiQn, Sprint nQtes that there has been no
actual use of the telephone number seloction functiQn Qf the pre-Qrder inwrface and the
interface has boing tosted by only ono company, USN, which does not require access to
this function while tho customer is on the line. Sprint argues that USN is nQt using
Amoritech's pro-order intorface for any Qf the other business functiQns, such as telephone
number soleetion and due date solectiQn, that Ameritech claims can be supported in a
real-time, high volume operational environment. Conversely, Sprint argues that itself and
competitQrs such as AT&T, Qr MCI WQuid requiro immediate access tQ this infQrmation as
they interact Qn-line with end users roquesting IQcal service. Sprint states that this type
of interactiQn requiros an avorage rospQnse timo Qf six (6l socQnds or loss.

rCG witness Pelletier testified that TCG has beon abio to use Ameritech's
electrQnic .intorface Qnly fQr limited Qrdering - "'QYOsts for switC(hed aeetess channels
pyrauant to thO Switched Acctess Tlriff. TCG is not able tQ yse electrQnic interface tQ
Qrder ynbyndled IQops. He asserted thlt TCG cannot uso In oloC(tronic intorface for
maintenlnce Ind rOPlir. TCG is ysing an Amoritoch prQvided SOO numbor tQ be used tQ
_report troyble fQr OSls and OS3s C(ircuits. His experience ysing the 800 nymber prQvided
. by Ameritoch to report troybio is that a rospQnse can 18ko up to a hllf an hQur. He
compllin@d that TCG hIS r@Qunted frQm Amoritoch In elodrQnic interface for

, maintonlnce and ropair Ind AmerjteC(h hIS infQrmed TCG thlt thO oloctrQniC( interface for
maintonlneee and replir WQyld SUPPQrt only unbundled nO!WQrk eiomonts, and it would
not SUPPQrt Iceeess services such OSO, OSIInd 053 circuits. HO explained thlt rCG has
!lQ1. r@Quested the olectroniC( intorfaeee fQr mlintenlneee and repair due tQ these
,unacceptable IimitatiQns.

Ameritech replies thlt the pQsitions tlken by its cQmp@titQrs I'" prodictabie. 11
states that the diametrically QPPQsed regulltQN pQsitiQns Qf the partios directly reflect
their diametrically OPPQsed business interests. For this reason, in evaluating ass
QperatiQnal readiness, Amoritoch cautiQns aglinst attilC(hing too much significance to the
litany of complaints raised by the IXCs. It asserts that. with checklist compliance at stake,
fault-finding has becQme In end in itself. HQwover, Ameritoch mlintlins thlt the IXCs'
mlrkoting condyct tells an entirely different stQry. It noms that AT&T, for OXlmple, simply
WQuid nQt have entered the local IlIinQis mlrk@tplaeee unless it was Qbtlining the

. capabilities it needs from Ameritech's ass systems.

Ameritech chlragerize, the IXC,' ass complaints as tbe "nit-picking" of " overy
CQneeeiVlblO flaw in Ameritech IllinQis' s¥stom,." It araye, thlt the IXCs ignorO III of the
progre,s which hIS been mId, tQ dltO: the prQC(@duro, which it has put into p1leee tQ
idontify Ind resolve IYstems iHues on an QngQing basis: and the rQte which the IXCs'
Qwn decisiQns has played as to when and hQW to aC(cas, those ,ystoms. Ameritoch
readily concedes that there have been minor prQblem, and "bugs," as WQuid be expected
in any major infQrmation systoms, whothor now Qr eximing. Ameritech cQntends that any
prQblems that were service affecting have been identified and resQlved. Ameritech insists
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